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January 31, 1992 

Wayde M. HartWick 
Remedial Project Manager 
Mail Code HSRL-6.1 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V 
77 West Jackson Boulevani 
Chicago, illinois 60604 

Re: Preferred Remedy 
American Chemical Services NPL Site 
Griffith. Indiana 

Dear Mr. HartWick: 

EPA Region 5 Records Ctr. 
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As we have discussed on many occasions, the American Chemical Services 
(ACS) PRP Steering Committee (Steering Committee) believes that ·the 
implementation of Alternative 5 as described in the Final Draft Feasibility Study 
(FS) dated October 23, 1991 would be the most appropriate remedy for the ACS 
site. This letter summarizes the reasons for selecting Alternative 5 and requests 
that members of the Steering Committee have. the opportunity to meet with you 
prior to the U.S. EPA selection of a proposed plan for the site. This letter is 
written with the concurrence of the technical liubcommittee of the steering 
conunittec. 

BACKGROUND 

We understand that the U.S. EPA is cunently con:sidering the development of' the 
proposed plan for the remediation of the ACS site. In our meeting at your office 
on December 20, 1991, you stated that the U.S. EI•A is favoring either Altcrna.tive 
5 or Alternative £. Both alternatives consist of installing a groundwater pumping 
and ttcaunent system. and in-situ vapor extractic•n of contaminated soils at site. 
The alternatives differ in how waste at the site will be addressed. In Alternative 5. 
wastes would be treated with vapor extraction. In Alternative 6. wastes would be 
treated with onsite low temperature thennal treatment. 

The Indiana Department of Environmenta.l Management (IDEM) has 
recommended Alternative 5 as the preferred alt-ernative in a letter from Mr. 
Reggie Baker Jr .• Chief of the Superfund Section, to you dated December 6, 1991. 
The letter stated that IDEM "staff reviewed and cc)mpared the eight (8) altemlltive 
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remediation methods. Alternatives #5 and fffi were distinguished as the most 
appropriate remediation methods." Later in the letter IDEM stated "We 
recommend #S as the preferred alternative. This recommendation was based on 
the belief that on-site incineration (Alternative 6) would not be publicly 
accepted.'' Representatives of the Town of Griffith on the Steering Committee 
have confirmed that incineration would not be accepmble to the public. 

Based on discussions we had on January 27, 1992. we understand that the U.S. 
EPA oversight contractor. Roy F. Weston (Weston), may be recommending 
Alternative 6. Apparently Weston favors Alternative 6 because they believe that 
low temperature thermal treatment is more effective than vapor extraction in 
treating semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC). However, you stated that 
Weston may be willing to recommend Alternative S if the proposed pllll was 
more specific on the actions that would be taken if pilot scale testing of vapor 
extraction of waste shows that the technology is not effective. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 5 

As stated above, the only real difference in Alternatives 5 and 6 is the 
methodology for treatment of waste at the site. The FS shows that the wastes at 
the ACS Site contain elevated concentrations of a large number of contaminants 
including VOC, SVOC and metals. Vapor extraction is a proven technology for 
many of the contaminants. However, because of the wide range and high 
concentrations of contaminants, significant bench and pilot scale testing will be 
required of whatever treatment technology is selected to address wastes at the 
Site. Alternative S has the significant advantage that the treatment of waste would 
use the same treatment technology that U.S. EPA, IDEM and Weston find is 
appropriate for contaminated soils at the site. Because a full scale vapor 
extraction system will be constructed to treat contaminated soils. a large scale 

-

field test to provide design data for vapor extraction treatment of waste could be -
conducted at relatively low cost. The field test could also be conducted without 
the attendant delays of developing wholly independent pilot scale testing of 
another treatment technology. The field testing program would be implemented as 
follows: 

• The first step in the remediation process would be the installation of the 
groundwater pumping and 1reaanent system. Once installed, the primary 
migration pathway from the site would be eliminated. 

• The installation of the vapor extraction system for treatment of 
contaminated soils would begin concmrent with installation of the pump 
and treat system. This system would be installed in the zone of 
contaminated soils which essentially surround the waste areas at the site. 

Wayde M. Hlft1ll'k* JIDil&I'V 31. 1992 
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The iYEtem wuuld ittc:ludt. th,., VltJlnT r.tmtctinn we111i, ~nncctin& pipe., .. 
blowers and vapor treatment syscem. 

• A &mall section in one of the waste areas would be designated forum: inn 
large scale test of vapor extraction of waste:. A small number of welb 
would be installed in this waste area and the wells would be connected w 
the vapor aeaunent system for the contaminated soils. 

• The large scale field test would be openned for one to two years. 
Sampling and analysis of waste samples and extraction gases would be 
conducted on a periodic basis to determine the design criteria for 
construction of the full scale system. Base~ on the design data, wells 
would be inscalled in the remainder of the wll;te areas and additional vapor 
treatment units would be installed. 

If problems are encountered during the field test program, appropriate 
modifications could be developed prior t<> installation of a full scale 
system. In the extteme case, alternative c:reaunent technologies could be 
considered. 

PRP STEERING COMMI'ITEE AND TECHNICAL 
SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

The PRP Steering Committee believes that Alternative 5 is the most appropriate 
remedy at be the ACS Site because: 

• Alternative S provides the best balance 10f reducing both actual and 
potential risks at the site. Because of the latge volume of volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) at the site. excavation of waste would result in the 
release of VOCs to the aunosp~ In hot ~er, volatilization wo\lld 
be very difficult to both predict and contrc:tl. :_In additio~ the chums and 
waste at the site were disposed of in a random fashion. Although the 
contaminants appear to be in an equilibriwn state now, excavation could 
cause mixing of incompatible wastes with resulting risk to workers and 
residents in the area. 

• With Alternative 5. the most mobile contaminants (VOCs) in the waste 
and soil would be removed in-situ so that workers or residents would not 
be exposed to risk. The residual concentrations of SVOC and metals fbat 
would remain in the waste after treatment with vapor extraction would 
only present a risk if the wastes were to be. excavated at some time in the 
future. This potential for risk needs to be balanced by the real risks tllat 
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would occur if the wastes were excavated for low temperature thermal 
treatment. 

• There is likely to be significant public opposition to low temperature 
thennal treaunent or incineration of buried waste (Alternative 6). This 
opposition could easily delay the implementation of the remedy at the site 
by many years. It is expected that there would be little public opposition 
to the implementation of Alternative S because the work at the site would 
be conducted under much more controlled conditions. 

• Significant bench and pilot scale testing will be required for what~er 
treaunent teChnology is selected to address wastes &t the Site. Because the 
contaminated soils at the site will be treated with vapor extraCtion. a large 
scale field test could be conducted at relatively low cost 

• With Alternative 5. the opponunity exists to develop design criteria for 
treating the waste with vapor extraction without exposing workers or 
residents to excavated materials. 

• Alternative 5 provides for vapor extraction to be rigorously tested for 
effectiveness in tteatin~ wastes at the site. The FS shows that successful 
implementation of vapor extraction of waste could save as much as $5 
million in cleanup costs. With Alternative S, higher cost technologies 
would be considered only if other ~nable lower cost technologies were , 
proven ineffective. - "~ "''- ..:......1L·'- --.J.sJ ~ - <.J.L~ ' · • _; .._, ..,1 
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• The treatment of contaminated soils and groundwater at the site wlll be 
conducted over a 30 year period. Therefore, the implementation of a 
several year long large scale field test will not extend the overall site 
cleanup schedule. 

CLOSURE 

We trust that the above discussion will assist the U.S. EPA with reaching accord 
with the PRPs on the proposed plan for the site. We request that a meetin& among 
the PRPs. Warzyn and U.S. EPA be scheduled to discuss this at your convenience. 
It may be appropriate to have representatives from Weston attend the meeting. 

WaYdc M. Hartwick 
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I will1ive you a call in the next few days to diSCUSla this letter. In the meantime. 
if you have any questions. please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

WARZYNINC. 

oseph D. Adams Jr •• P .E. 
Vice President 
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